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theory  has  the  greater  chance  of  victory.  The  two  most  dominant  theories  of  war  for  conventional  forces 
are  those  of  classical  warfare,  enumerated  by  decisive  battle,  and  modem  warfare  aptly  defined  within  the 
operational  art.  The  use  of  the  concept  of  tenets  is  most  useful  as  the  monograph  defines  decisive  and 
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and  determination  of  each  theory's  tenets  in  turn  greatly  assists  in  answering  the  main  question  the 
monograph  poses.  Is  there  a  blending  occurring  between  classical  and  modem  warfare,  which  is  an 
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ABSTRACT 


Old  Wine  in  New  Bottles?  The  theoretical  shift  towards  decisive  battle  by  Major  Van  R. 
Sikorsky,  USA,  53  pages. 

This  monograph  analyzes  classical  warfare  and  modern  warfare  to  determine 
whether  there  is  a  theoretical  shift  occurring  that  is  blending  the  tenets  of  both  of  these 
theories  of  war.  Exploitation  of  the  inherent  strengths  of  each  of  these  theories  of  warfare 
could  lead  to  a  more  cogent  form  of  warfare  appropriate  for  the  U.S.  Army  as  it 
implements  its  current  transformation.  The  use  of  military  force,  or  the  threat  of  military 
force,  has  been  a  dominant  feature  of  societies  from  the  most  primitive  to  the  highly 
advanced.  Whether  organized  along  primitive  tribal  groupings  for  use  only  during  time 
of  war,  or  whether  organized  from  complex  industrial  societies  as  professional  standing 
armies,  all  military  forces  have  theoretical  underpinnings.  Without  a  coherent  theory  of 
war,  it  is  impossible  to  employ  organized  military  force  in  an  effective  fashion.  The 
military  force  operating  from  the  most  effective  and  appropriate  military  theory  has  the 
greater  chance  of  victory. 

The  two  most  dominant  theories  of  war  for  conventional  forces  are  those  of  classical 
warfare,  enumerated  by  decisive  battle,  and  modern  warfare  aptly  defined  within  the 
operational  art.  The  use  of  the  concept  of  tenets  is  most  useful  as  the  monograph  defines 
decisive  and  operational  warfare.  The  monograph  must  first  explore  the  definition  of 
classical  warfare  and  decisive  battle.  The  monograph  develops  a  definition  for  decisive 
battle  utilizing  historical  example  and  then  determines  the  tenets  that  propagate  the  theory 
of  classical  warfare.  Analyzing  in  detail  the  component  parts  or  tenets  of  the  theory  of 
classical  warfare  determines  the  theoretical  basis  for  how  the  militaries  of  the  past 
conducted  warfare  either  successfully  or  unsuccessfully. 

Next,  the  monograph  defines  operational  war,  identifies  its  basic  tenets  and  provides 
historical  examples  of  the  conduct  of  modern  warfare.  Like  decisive  battle,  the  concept 
of  operational  war  is  currently  open  to  interpretation.  However,  there  has  been  much 
work  done  on  the  subject  of  operational  war  by  recent  and  current  military  theorists. 

Study  and  analysis  of  the  theory  of  modem  warfare  and  operational  art  will  yield  the 
answers  of  why  the  theory  of  war  changed  from  classical  warfare  and  if  it  in  turn  is 
susceptible  to  change.  Analyzing  in  detail  the  component  parts  of  modern  warfare  will 
also  determine  how  the  militaries  of  the  recent  past  conducted  warfare,  either 
successfully  or  unsuccessfully.  Defining  classical  warfare  and  modem  warfare  and 
determination  of  each  theory's  tenets  in  turn  greatly  assists  in  answering  the  main 
question  the  monograph  poses.  Is  there  a  blending  occurring  between  classical  and 
modern  warfare,  which  is  an  appropriate  consideration  for  the  U.S.  Army?  The 
monograph  then  defines  and  discusses  the  posited  emergence  of  a  theory  combining 
decisive  and  operational  warfare.  The  conclusion  focuses  on  the  implications  for  the 
Army  Transformation  and  whether  this  theory  is  appropriate  for  the  United  States  Army. 
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Chapter  I 


The  use  of  military  force,  or  the  threat  of  military  force,  has  been  a  dominant  feature 
of  societies  from  the  most  primitive  to  the  highly  advanced.1  Whether  organized  along 
primitive  tribal  groupings  for  use  only  during  time  of  war,  or  whether  organized  from 
complex  industrial  societies  as  professional  standing  armies,  all  military  forces  have 
theoretical  underpinnings.  The  difficulties  of  definitional  issues  have  to  be  overcome  in 
order  to  leam  from  and  exploit  the  theories  of  war.  Indeed,  theory  itself  needs  to  be 
clearly  defined.  This  monograph  utilizes  the  West  Point  Military  History  Series 
definition  of  military  theory  whenever  addressing  theory  or  issues  concerning  theory. 
"Military  theory  simply  consists  of  ideas  about  war".“  Without  a  coherent  theory  of  war, 
it  is  impossible  to  employ  organized  military  force  in  an  effective  fashion.  Differing 
theories  can  support  the  raiding  of  a  neighboring  tribe  or  the  invasion  of  a  neighboring 
country.  The  theory  may  be  simple  in  the  case  of  the  primitive  tribe  or  complex  as  in  the 
case  of  industrialized  society.  Theories  can  also  differ  and  lead  to  not  only  military 
clashes,  but  also  theoretical  clashes  on  the  battlefield.  The  military  force  operating  from 
the  most  effective  and  appropriate  military  theory  has  the  greater  chance  of  victory. 

The  two  most  dominant  theories  of  war  for  conventional  forces  are  those  of  classical 
warfare,  enumerated  by  decisive  battle,  and  modern  warfare  aptly  defined  within  the 
operational  art.  Exploitation  of  the  inherent  strengths  of  each  of  these  theories  of  warfare 
could  lead  to  a  more  cogent  form  of  warfare  appropriate  for  the  U.S.  Army  as  it 
implements  its  current  transformation.  This  monograph  examines  the  theoretical  shift  that 
is  apparently  occurring  as  the  lines  between  classical  warfare  and  modern  warfare  are 
blurring.  The  use  of  the  concept  of  tenets  is  most  useful  as  the  monograph  defines 


1 


decisive  and  operational  warfare.  The  New  Merriam-Webster  Dictionary  defines  tenet  as 
one  of  the  principles  or  doctrines  held  in  common  by  members  of  an  organized  group 
such  as  a  church  or  profession.  This  concept  is  applicable  in  that  each  of  the  theories  of 
war  has  at  its  core  principles,  which  are  best  utilized  by  a  professional  military 
organization.  These  principles  in  turn,  if  developed  into  doctrine  can  then  be  utilized  on 
the  battlefield  by  a  military  force.  The  monograph  utilizes  this  concept  of  tenets  to 
further  understand  the  underlying  precepts  of  each  military  theory  examined. 

The  concept  of  classical  warfare  and  decisive  battle  is  currently  open  to  numerous  and 
varied  interpretations.  The  monograph  must  first  explore  the  definition  of  classical 
warfare  and  decisive  battle.  The  monograph  develops  a  definition  for  decisive  battle 
utilizing  historical  example  and  then  determines  the  tenets  that  propagate  the  theory  of 
classical  warfare.  Analyzing  in  detail  the  component  parts  or  tenets  of  the  theory  of 
classical  warfare  determines  the  theoretical  basis  for  how  the  militaries  of  the  past 
conducted  warfare  either  successfully  or  unsuccessfully.  Next,  the  monograph  defines 
operational  war,  identifies  its  basic  tenets  and  provides  historical  examples  of  the  conduct 
of  modern  warfare.  Like  decisive  battle,  the  concept  of  operational  war  is  currently  open 
to  interpretation.  However,  there  has  been  much  work  done  on  the  subject  of  operational 
war  by  recent  and  current  military  theorists.  Study  and  analysis  of  the  theory  of  modern 
warfare  and  operational  art  will  yield  the  answers  of  why  the  theory  of  war  changed  from 
classical  warfare  and  if  it  in  turn  is  susceptible  to  change.  Analyzing  in  detail  the 
component  parts  of  modern  warfare  will  also  determine  how  the  militaries  of  the  recent 
past  conducted  warfare,  either  successfully  or  unsuccessfully.  Defining  classical  warfare 
and  modem  warfare  and  determination  of  each  theory's  tenets  in  turn  greatly  assists  in 
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answering  the  main  question  the  monograph  poses.  Is  there  a  blending  occurring 
between  classical  and  modem  warfare,  which  is  an  appropriate  consideration  for  the  U.S. 
Army?  The  monograph  then  defines  and  discusses  the  posited  emergence  of  a  theory 
combining  decisive  and  operational  warfare.  The  conclusion  focuses  on  the  implications 
for  the  Army  Transformation  and  whether  this  theory  is  appropriate  for  the  United  States 
Army. 
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Chapter  II 


Classical  warfare  and  its  reliance  on  decisive  battle  drove  the  conduct  of  warfare  from 
the  time  of  antiquity  until  well  into  the  American  Civil  war.  The  classical  theory  of  war 
was  thus  relatively  unchanged  in  its  constituent  parts  from  the  time  of  its  inception  until 
well  into  the  Industrial  Revolution.4  The  concept  of  the  decisive  battle  was  so  central  to 
classical  warfare  that  without  it  there  would  be  no  distinct  theory  during  that  period.  As 
such,  the  concept  of  decisive  battle  deserves  special  attention  as  the  tenets  of  classical 
warfare  are  enumerated.  This  chapter  first  defines  decisive  battle  as  the  primary  tenet  of 
classical  war  and  subsequently  identifies  additional  tenets  of  the  classical  theory  of  war. 

Reginold  Bretnor  developed  a  test  to  determine  whether  a  war  or  an  operation  was 
decisive,  "Does  the  war  or  operation  achieve  a  prompt,  conclusive  victory  at  a  minimum 
cost  and  with  a  minimum  of  wasted  effort?"5  Viewing  the  component  parts  of  this  test,  it 
is  possible  to  derive  an  adequate  definition  for  decisive  battle.  First,  there  is  the  time 
component.  Does  the  war  or  operation  achieve  a  prompt  victory?  It  would  be  extremely 
difficult  to  set  a  standard  time  limit  for  all  decisive  battles,  but  to  say  prompt  conveys  the 
overall  intent.  The  battle  could  take  hours  or  days  and  still  be  considered  prompt.  If  the 
battle  takes  years  then  it  is  probably  not  prompt.  Within  the  context  of  classical  warfare 
prompt  was  a  single  day,  except  in  the  case  of  a  siege.  Thus,  there  is  an  essence  of  time 
contributed  to  the  definition  of  decisive  battle  that  is  also  flexible  and  must  be  taken  in 
context  with  other  elements  of  the  particular  battle.  Questions  such  as  what  are  the 
numbers  of  forces  involved  and  what  distances  are  involved  in  the  battle  are  inextricably 
tied  to  time.  Obviously,  the  more  units  involved  and  the  greater  the  distance  the  greater 
the  potential  time  involved  in  any  single  battle.  Other  factors  such  as  morale, 
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aggressiveness  and  logistics  are  also  contributing  factors.  Thus,  the  decisive  battle  is  a 

battle  of  limited  duration  with  no  need  for  logistical  durability. 

"Because  the  object  of  the  usual  Greek  campaign  was  to  occupy 
temporarily,  or  to  defend,  the  level  agricultural  land,  the  troops  were 
equipped  to  fight  on  this  land,  in  large  masses  drawn  up  in  close  order, 
engaging  hand-to-hand  with  spear  and  shield.  Because  the  invading  army 
did  not  intend  to  stay,  it  did  not  need  to  keep  its  lines  of  communications 
clear  behind  it."6 

The  next  part  of  the  definition  is  obviously  of  great  import.  Does  the  battle  achieve  a 
"conclusive  victory"?  One  side  or  the  other  is  defeated  and  the  other  victorious  and  there 
is  a  clear-cut  winner  and  loser.  Of  this  premise,  there  can  be  no  doubt  or  else  the  battle  is 
clearly  not  decisive.  The  defeated  side  does  not  have  the  ability  to  immediately  retaliate 
or  effectively  defend  themselves  and  are  vulnerable  to  rout  and  massacre.  Moreover,  this 
victory  is  devoid  of  other  than  military  action  or  else  the  definition  loses  military  utility. 
If  a  military  force  clearly  defeats  an  enemy  force,  and  that  force  cannot  retaliate  in  a 
prompt  manner  that  is  a  decisive  battle  whether  or  not  politicians  subsequently  negate  the 
victory  through  bungled  negotiations  or  the  like.  The  end  result  might  not  be  decisive, 
but  the  battle  was.  "The  decisive  battle  meant  more  than  the  determination  of  a  clear  cut 
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winner  and  loser.  It  meant  that  the  campaign  and  the  war  were  also  decided." 

The  next  part  of  the  definition  is  tied  to  the  discussion  on  victory.  There  must  be  a 
minimum  cost  and  minimum  wasted  effort.  This  cost  and  effort  is  always  minimum  as  it 
pertains  to  the  victor.  The  cost  for  the  victor  must  be  minimum  and  the  effort  put  forth 
minimum.  Otherwise  the  victory  is  considered  Pyrrhic  and  not  decisive.  The  losing  side 
could  incur  considerable  loses  and  the  battle  still  considered  decisive.  Wasted  effort  in 
this  context  is  just  that,  wasted.  Great  efforts  could  be  put  into  a  decisive  battle  and  not 
be  considered  wasteful  as  long  as  they  directly  contributed  towards  victory.  The  wasted 
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effort  is  that  effort  applied  to  extraneous  pursuits  that  did  not  contribute  significantly  to 
the  battle. 

A  comprehensive  definition  is  now  available.  Decisive  battle  is  a  single  battle,  which 
achieves  a  prompt,  conclusive  victory  at  a  minimum  cost  and  with  a  minimum  of  wasted 
effort  usually  lasting  no  longer  than  a  day.  Although  classical  warfare  relied  upon 
decisive  battle  as  its  primary  tenet,  there  were  additional  tenets,  which  contributed 
towards  this  theory  in  significant  ways.  The  Age  of  classical  warfare  was  the  period  of 
earliest  antiquity  until  well  into  the  American  Civil  War.  It  was  during  this  period  that 
the  theory  of  classical  warfare  was  the  dominant  theory  upon  which  battle  between 
organized  military  forces  was  based. 

Tenets  of  Classical  Warfare. 

Now  that  there  is  an  adequate  definition  of  decisive  battle,  the  monograph  explores  the 
underlying  principles  for  the  actual  conduct  of  classical  warfare.  Armies  throughout  the 
world  utilized  the  implicit  tenets  of  the  conduct  of  classical  warfare  for  centuries  with 
little  variation.  The  frequency  of  their  use  throughout  history  gives  them  almost  the 
status  of  universal  law  in  relation  to  the  conduct  of  decisive  battle.  Although  the 
technology,  tactics  and  tactical  formations  of  war  changed,  the  underlying  doctrine 
changed  but  little.  Military  professionals  from  antiquity  utilized  these  basic  tenets  to 
achieve  victory  in  decisive  battle.  It  has  been  said  that  little  changed  in  classical  warfare 
from  the  time  of  Alexander  the  Great  to  Napoleon.  "The  tactically  integrated  army  of 
Alexander  the  Great  laid  the  foundation  and  shaped  the  practice  of  modern  warfare  down 
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to  the  time  of  Napoleon."  Historical  examples  from  antiquity  through  to  the  genesis  of 
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operational  war  are  given  to  illustrate  the  nature  of  decisive  battle  and  to  codify  the  tenets 
as  historically  accurate. 

Decisive  Battle.  The  overarching  concept  upon  which  classical  warfare  is  predicated. 

The  concept  of  decisive  battle  was  so  essential  to  the  theory  of  classical  warfare  that  it  is 
best  described  as  the  prime  tenet  of  classical  warfare.  A  single  battle,  which  achieves  a 
prompt,  conclusive  victory  at  a  minimum  cost  and  with  a  minimum  of  wasted  effort 
usually  lasting  no  longer  than  a  day. 

Destruction  of  the  Enemies  Main  Field  Forces.  One  of  the  most  pronounced  tenets  of 
successful  classical  war  is  the  attempted  destruction  of  the  enemy  force  in  the  field  in  one 
engagement.  This  does  not  in  anyway  preclude  ancillary  or  supporting  actions  occurring 
during  the  course  of  the  battle  and  away  from  the  main  battlefield.  There  could  even  be 
limited  fights  leading  to  the  decisive  battle,  but  there  will  always  be  a  large-scale 
engagement  upon  which  the  fate  and  determination  of  the  campaign  and  usually  the  war 
itself  hinges.  The  strategic  objective  was  usually  achieved  with  a  victory  in  a  decisive 
battle.  This  tenet  has  its  roots  in  the  earliest  known  organized  battles. 

The  Battle  of  Qadesh  is  the  oldest  battle  in  history  for  which  there  is  reliable  detailed 

information.9  Fought  in  1300  BC  between  the  Egyptians  and  the  Hittites  this  battle  is 

illustrative  of  many  of  the  tenets  of  the  theory  of  classical  warfare  and  in  particular  the 

attempted  destruction  of  the  enemy  field  force. 

"Rameses'  army  of  20,000  advanced  all  the  way  to  Kadesh  in  a  stunningly 
rapid  march  that  took  only  a  month.  His  strategic  goal  was  to  end  Hittite 
interference  in  the  Egyptian  sphere  of  influence  in  Syria  by  striking  far 
away  from  his  home  base  in  Egypt  to  defeat  and  destroy  the  enemy's  main 
force  in  the  field."10 
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The  attempt  to  destroy  the  enemy  field  force  is  a  recurring  theme  within  all  of  the 

ancient  professional  militaries.  The  Assyrian  Empire  fielded  a  large  and  well-trained 

army,  which  incorporated  cavalry,  heavy  and  light  infantry,  chariots,  engineers  and 

missile  troops  into  one  combined  arms  force.1 1  The  Assyrian  King,  Sargon  II,  used  this 

splendid  military  machine  to  seek  out  his  enemy's  armies  and  defeat  them  in  battle.  This 

desire  to  destroy  the  enemy  field  force  was  exemplified  during  Sargon's  war  against  the 

Armenians.  "In  addition  to  the  destruction  of  fortifications,  Sargon's  strategic  objective 
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was  to  meet  and  defeat  the  enemy's  main  force,  commanded  by  Ursa,  King  of  Urartu." 

Perhaps  the  greatest  ancient  practitioner  of  decisive  battle  was  Alexander  the  Great, 
and  his  greatest  achievement  was  the  conquest  of  the  Persian  Empire.  Alexander 
destroyed  the  Persian  Empire  by  first  destroying  their  field  forces  and  then  by  occupying 
their  territory.  "Alexander's  strategic  plan  was  to  meet  and  defeat  the  Persian  army  of 
Asia  Minor  in  the  field  and  then,  after  freeing  the  Greek  cities  of  Ionia,  to  march  through 
central  Asia  Minor  to  gain  military  control  of  the  entire  area."  Although  ancient 
examples  of  the  desired  destruction  of  the  enemy's  main  field  forces  abound,  there  are 
examples  from  the  Napoleonic  era,  which  also  highlight  this  tenet.  "The  destruction  of 
the  enemy's  main  field  force,  rather  than  the  mere  occupation  of  territory  or  the  capture  of 
the  enemy's  capital  was  Napoleon's  main  objective."14  Even  the  great  theorist  Clausewitz 
states,  "These  facts  lead  to  a  dual  law  whose  principles  support  each  other:  destruction  of 
the  enemy's  forces  is  generally  accomplished  by  means  of  great  battles  and  their  results; 
and,  the  primary  object  of  great  battles  must  be  the  destruction  of  the  enemy's  forces."15 
The  destruction  of  the  enemy  force  and  a  violent  pursuit  left  an  enemy  incapable  of 
continued  resistance. 
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Maximum  effort  at  the  decisive  point.  This  tenet  is  best  defined  as  the  utilization  of  the 
preponderance  of  one's  forces  at  the  crucial  place  and  time  in  a  single  battle.  This  tenet 
was  well  known  and  utilized  to  devastating  effect  by  Napoleon.  "Concentrating  the  bulk 
of  his  strength  to  deliver  the  decisive  stroke  at  the  crucial  point,  its  tremendous  offensive 
impact  gave  Napoleon  a  considerable  advantage  over  his  enemies."16  Overwhelming 
mass  concentrated  at  the  decisive  point  was  crucial  to  success  in  classical  warfare. 
Additionally,  maneuver  was  primarily  the  movement  of  forces  in  time  and  space  in  order 
to  concentrate  them  on  the  battlefield  at  the  decisive  point.  This  tenet  differs  from  the 
previous  tenet  in  that  the  strategic  objective  is  achieved  during  the  destruction  of  the 
enemy  army  and  this  tenet  exemplifies  how  the  enemy  army  was  actually  destroyed  on 
the  decisive  battlefield. 

Battlefields  and  Armies  of  limited  size.  The  armies  of  the  classical  period  were  small  as 
compared  to  modern  armies.  Alexander  the  Great's  entire  army  consisted  of  no  more 
than  50,000  men  and  with  that  force,  he  conquered  an  empire.  The  battlefields  of  the 
classical  period  were  relatively  compact.  This  compactness  was  a  function  of  the  size  of 
the  armies  during  the  classical  period  and  of  the  desire  to  concentrate  mass  at  the  decisive 
point.  The  Battle  of  Issus,  fought  between  Alexander  the  Great  and  Darius  along  the 
Pinarus  River,  provides  an  example  of  the  extent  of  the  classical  battlefield.  "The  battle 
line  along  the  Pinarus  extended  some  two  to  two  and  a  half  miles  from  the  Mediterranean 
coast  up  into  the  surrounding  hills."19  Most  or  all  of  both  friendly  and  enemy  forces  were 
concentrated  in  this  relatively  confined  battle  space  with  the  preponderance  of  those 
forces  usually  known  to  the  friendly  commander  and  enemy  commander  alike.  To  be 
sure  there  were  surprises  and  forces  unseen  and  hidden,  but  for  the  most  part  the  forces 
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seen  were  usually  the  forces  available.  The  limited  size  of  the  classical  battlefield  also 
meant  that  once  forces  were  set  on  the  battlefield  there  was  limited  maneuver.  Indeed  the 
classical  maneuverings  became  almost  statuesque  in  execution  and  were  vulnerable  to  the 
increasingly  mobility  of  forces  as  early  as  the  Sixteenth  Century. 

Consent  to  battle.  Both  sides  "consent"  to  battle  in  a  particular  time  and  place. 

Clausewitz  understood  this  principle  extremely  well  noting  that  it  was  prevalent  in 
ancient  times.  "In  those  days  armies  were  generally  so  well  entrenched  in  their  camps  that 
these  positions  were  thought  to  be  impregnable.  A  battle  became  possible  only  after  the 
enemy  left  camp  and  entered  the  lists,  so  to  speak,  on  accessible  terrain."”  Clausewitz 
also  knew  that  even  in  his  day,  towards  the  end  of  the  classical  period  that  this  practice 
prevailed.  "The  commander  who  wishes  to  retreat  and  is  able  to  do  so  can  hardly  be 
forced  into  battle  by  his  opponent.""  The  only  notable  exception  is  the  siege.  Only  two 
choices  for  the  defender  are  to  fight  outside  the  city  or  fight  from  within  the  city. 

Single  commander  able  to  influence  the  entire  battlefield.  This  tenet  meant  that  command 
and  control  resided  primarily  with  one  man  who  was  usually  also  the  head  of  state. 
Although  subalterns  commanded  various  sectors  and  parts  of  the  army  it  was  still  mainly 
commanded  by  one  general  who  positioned  himself  where  he  could  view  his  entire  army 
and  control  it  as  it  fought.  "Command  and  control  of  the  Grand  Army  was  exercised  by 
Napoleon  who  practiced  a  personal,  highly  centralized  style  of  command."”  This  single 
commander  was  so  important  that  victory  or  defeat  could  be  determined  by  his  presence 
and  survival  on  the  battlefield.  A  commander  who  was  visible  to  his  troops  usually 
inspired  them  to  greater  exertions.  A  commander  who  was  killed  or  who  fled  the 
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battlefield  would  often  times  leave  behind  a  demoralized  army  which  would  break  and 
flee. 

These  then  are  the  tenets  of  classical  warfare.  Although  classical  warfare  is  fairly 
simple  in  theory,  the  tactical  application  could  be  quite  complex.  Likewise,  the  political 
and  social  environment,  which  lead  to  war,  could  be  extremely  complex.  Neither  of  these 
factors,  the  environment,  nor  the  application,  should  be  misconstrued  for  the  theory  itself. 
Many  historical  examples  show  a  very  intricate  relationship  between  the  socio-political 
environment,  which  precipitate  war  and  the  relatively  simple  theory  of  bringing  the 
enemy  to  decisive  combat.  The  application  of  force  during  battle  could  also  be  a  very 
dynamic  and  complicated  process,  and  yet  it  came  from  the  relatively  simple  theory  of 
decisive  combat. 

Alexander  the  Great  and  Hannibal 

Classical  warfare  builds  an  inextricable  link  between  the  tactical  battlefield  and  the 
attainment  of  strategic  goals  with  no  intermediate  steps  in  the  process.  If  success  on  the 
decisive  battlefield  guarantees  achievement  of  strategic  goals,  then  the  theory  of  classical 
warfare  should  be  pursued  due  to  its  savings  in  terms  of  lives,  time,  and  resources.  If, 
however,  there  are  examples  to  the  contrary,  then  the  theory  of  classical  warfare  should 
be  pursued  only  with  caution  and  possible  modification.  Historical  examples  could  also 
lead  to  a  better  understanding  of  the  precursor  conditions  that  must  be  present  to 
effectively  prosecute  a  war  utilizing  the  theory  of  classical  warfare.  In  other  words  what 
conditions  need  to  be  present  for  the  theory  of  classical  warfare  to  be  successful? 

The  study  of  classical  warfare  sometimes  leads  to  the  erroneous  conclusion  that  the 
winner  of  a  battle  always  won  the  war.  Although  it  could  be  construed  that  this  was  most 
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often  the  case  there  are  glaring  examples  to  the  contrary.  It  is  important  to  view  the 
historical  example  of  two  great  generals  who  achieved  astounding  success  on  the 
battlefield  to  determine  whether  the  theory  of  classical  warfare  was  a  guarantor  of 
wartime  success.  Examining  two  of  the  greatest  exponents  of  classical  warfare, 
Alexander  the  Great  and  Hannibal,  and  their  success  on  the  decisive  battlefield  will 
provide  insights  into  the  theory  of  classical  warfare.”  One  general  achieved  his  strategic 
goals  through  victory  on  the  decisive  battlefield  and  one  failed  to  achieve  strategic 
success  even  though  he  was  equally  victorious  on  the  battlefield. 

Carrying  forward  his  father's  dream,  Alexander  the  Great  marched  against  the  Persian 
Empire  in  order  to  free  the  Greek  cities  of  Asia  Minor.  To  accomplish  this  liberation 
Alexander  needed  to  defeat  the  Persian  Army.  In  hard  fighting  Alexander  won  three 
great  victories  within  three  years  on  the  decisive  battlefield.  The  Battles  of  Granicus, 
Issus  and  Gaugamela  won  for  Alexander  an  empire.26  After  the  Battle  of  Gaugamela 
organized  Persian  resistance  collapsed,  the  Persian  Emperor  Darius  was  killed,  and 

27 

Alexander  assumed  the  title  of  King  of  Persia.” 

Hannibal,  the  Carthaginian  genius,  by  way  of  contrast  also  won  three  great  victories 
on  the  battlefield,  yet  was  unsuccessful  in  achieving  his  strategic  goal  of  defeating  Rome 
on  Italian  soil.  "The  reward  of  victory  would  not  be  a  little  booty,  but  the  treasure  of 
Rome  itself."  Hannibal  soundly  defeated  Roman  armies  in  the  Battles  of  the  Trebia, 
Lake  Trasimene  and  Cannae.  For  over  fifteen  years,  from  218  B.C.  until  his  defeat  at 
Zama  in  202  B.C.,  Hannibal  marched  almost  with  impunity  along  the  length  and  breadth 
of  the  Italian  Peninsula.  However,  Rome  survived  and  eventually  triumphed  over  the 
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Carthaginian  threat.  It  seems  that  Hannibal  did  almost  everything  right  and  still  lost  the 


To  understand  why  one  general  was  successful  and  the  other  was  not,  it  is  necessary  to 
look  at  the  military  as  well  as  the  socio-political  situation  of  the  adversaries.  Alexander 
commanded  an  army  that  was  heterogeneous  and  fought  for  a  nationalistic  purpose.  The 
desire  to  free  the  Greek  colonies  in  Asia  Minor  united  all  of  Greece  under  the 
Macedonian  standard,  created  a  powerful  synergy  within  Alexander's  army.  With  his 
army  sharing  a  common  ethnic  background,  there  was  an  ease  of  communication  and 
understanding  within  the  Macedonian  ranks  that  could  not  be  matched  by  the  Persian 
host.  The  Greeks  were  brought  up  within  a  political  system  that  took  into  account  the 
rights  of  the  individual.  This  system  fostered  a  sense  of  belonging  with  the  individual 
franchised  within  the  political  system.  The  Greeks  also  had  a  bureaucratic  system,  which 
facilitated  their  prosecution  of  the  war  and  the  consolidation  of  power  within  conquered 
territories.  The  Persians  had  none  of  these  advantages. 

The  Persian  Empire  was  composed  of  numerous  ethnic  groups,  which  lacked  cohesion 
and  a  sense  of  nationalism.  The  diverse  groups  lacked  a  common  language  making 
communications  and  common  understanding  extremely  difficult.  Although  the  individual 
Persian  soldiers  were  undoubtedly  brave,  they  fought  out  of  an  obligation  to  a  feudal 
Emperor  and  not  from  a  sense  of  nationalism.  The  Persians  thus  lacked  the  determination 
of  a  people  besieged  and  united  against  a  common  foe.  Persian  political  bureaucracy  was 
lacking.  This  lack  of  a  functioning  bureaucracy  manifested  itself  in  the  form  of  a 
government  unable  to  efficiently  mobilize,  fight  and  reconstitute  its  military  forces.  The 
Persians  also  lacked  a  sanctuary  free  of  Greek  attack  and  were  unwilling  to  trade  space 
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for  time  through  a  scorched-earth  policy.  Alexander's  army  had  skilled  engineers, 
sufficient  artillery,  and  siege  equipment  to  reduce  the  most  fortified  of  Persian  cities. 
There  was  nowhere  where  the  Persians  were  safe  to  reconstitute  and  continue  the  fight 
against  the  Greeks.  The  victorious  Greeks  held  numerous  advantages  in  terms  of  a  sense 
of  nationalism,  a  functioning  and  efficient  bureaucracy,  and  an  ethnically  homogeneous 
army.  Conversely,  the  Romans  who  suffered  numerous  initial  defeats  had  all  these  same 
advantages. 

Roman  nationalism  was  a  powerful  force  during  the  Punic  wars.  Roman  citizens  and 
allies  alike  were  motivated  by  a  sense  of  duty  in  fighting  a  common  foe  for  the  survival 
of  their  country.  Ethnically  the  Romans  and  their  allies  shared  a  common  language  and 
were  from  basically  the  same  ethnic  grouping.  Rome  and  her  allies  practiced  a  form  of 
representative  government  in  which  fostered  a  sense  of  individual  empowerment, 
franchising  the  majority  of  the  citizenry.  The  Roman  bureaucracy  was  highly  efficient 
and  prosecuted  the  war  to  great  advantage.  The  Romans  also  enjoyed  two  distinct 
advantages  the  Persians  were  lacking.  The  first  of  these  was  a  willingness  to  conduct  a 
scorched-earth  policy  to  wear  down  the  invaders.  Combined  with  Fabian  tactics  this 
form  of  attrition  warfare  played  to  the  Romans  strengths.  Secondly,  the  Romans 
possessed  sanctuary  from  which  to  reconstitute  and  continue  to  fight.  Hannibal  brought 
no  siege  equipment  and  his  army  was  unskilled  in  the  art  of  siege  craft.  The  Romans  and 
her  allies  were  safe  behind  their  fortifications  and  were  able  to  continually  hold  out  in  the 
face  of  desperate  odds.  Hannibal's  army  composed  of  numerous  mercenaries  was  unable 
to  match  these  Roman  advantages  and  was  unsuccessful  in  its  war. 
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From  this  examination  of  two  great  generals  and  their  wars,  several  conclusions 
concerning  the  conduct  of  classical  warfare  reveal  themselves.  First,  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  pursue  a  decisive  battle  based  campaign  against  a  nationalistically  motivated 
foe.  A  foe  fighting  for  the  survival  of  his  nation  is  a  dangerous  foe  that  will  accept 
numerous  hardships  and  sufferings  in  order  to  win.  Thus,  a  decisive  battle  based 
campaign  is  far  more  likely  to  be  successful  against  a  stratified  society  where  the  people 
are  disenfranchised  and  ethnically  diverse  with  no  unifying  nationalism.  Secondly,  weak 
governmental  bureaucracy  enfeebles  an  enemy,  making  them  vulnerable  to  a  decisive 
battle  whereas  an  efficient  bureaucracy  enables  a  nation  to  fight  and  win.  Next,  an 
enemy  who  is  provided  with  sanctuary  is  nearly  invulnerable  to  a  decisive  battle  based 
campaign,  especially  if  nationalism  and  a  strong  central  government  bureaucracy  are 
present.  Lastly,  and  perhaps  most  importantly,  the  preponderance  of  the  enemy's  army 
must  be  vulnerable  to  attack  and  destruction  in  one  climactic  battle. 
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Chapter  III 


With  the  advent  of  the  Industrial  Revolution,  there  were  fundamental  changes  in 
society  and  technology  that  changed  the  nature  of  warfare.  Classical  warfare  drove  the 
conduct  of  warfare  from  the  time  of  antiquity  until  well  into  the  American  Civil  war. 
From  the  American  Civil  War  onward  has  been  the  era  of  modem  warfare.  The  concept 
of  the  operational  warfare  is  so  central  to  modem  warfare  that  without  it  there  would  be 
no  modem  warfare  separate  and  distinct  from  classical  warfare.  As  such,  the  concept  of 
operational  war  deserves  special  attention  as  the  tenets  of  modem  warfare  are 
enumerated.  This  chapter  first  defines  the  preconditions  that  needed  to  be  present  for  the 
fundamental  concepts  of  warfare  to  change  from  classical  warfare  to  modern  warfare. 
These  preconditions  are  invaluable  for  the  development  of  the  tenets  of  modem  warfare. 
The  concept  of  operational  warfare  is  then  traced  as  it  evolved  historically  in  order  to 
further  define  it  as  the  primary  tenet  of  modern  war  and  subsequently  the  additional 
tenets  of  the  modern  theory  of  war  are  defined.  Thus,  tracing  the  development  of 
operational  art  will  lead  to  a  definition  of  operational  warfare  while  a  study  of  the 
preconditions  and  the  historical  example  will  assist  in  the  further  development  of  the 
tenets  of  modern  warfare.  As  the  tenets  of  modem  warfare  are  developed,  there  will  also 
out  of  necessity  be  a  comparison  to  the  tenets  of  classical  warfare  to  show  the  changes 
between  them  as  the  fundamental  tenets  of  combat  indeed  changed. 

Preconditions 

The  preconditions  are  the  social,  economic,  political  and  technological  factors,  which 
enabled  the  development  of  modern  warfare.  Beginning  in  the  16th  Century  there 
emerged  a  set  of  factors,  which  would  have  profound  influence  on  the  conduct  of  war. 
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First,  there  were  the  social  and  economic  aspects,  which  influenced  these  developments. 
An  ever-increasing  population  base  meant  that  there  were  more  young  men  available  for 
service  in  the  military.  This  population  growth  coupled  with  expanding  wealth  enabled 
the  unprecedented  growth  in  the  armed  forces  beginning  in  the  16th  century.  John  Lynn 
is  a  noted  historian  who  believed  that  the  burgeoning  wealth  and  population  of  Europe 
were  the  key  factors  behind  the  development  of  the  armed  forces  of  the  16th  and  17th 
centuries.  These  massive  armed  forces  were  the  largest  institutions  maintained  by 

on 

European  states  and  required  massive  expenditures  of  resources  to  maintain. 
Economically,  not  only  did  states  need  to  possess  the  wherewithal  to  maintain  militaries, 
but  their  strategies  became  inextricably  intertwined  with  economics.  They  needed  to 
secure  vital  war  making  resources,  they  needed  a  mercantile  class  to  exploit  the 
resources,  and  they  needed  to  campaign  on  another's  territory  for  forage  and  sustainment. 
As  the  economic  life  changed,  so  changed  the  military.  The  political  advantage  and 
necessity  of  maintaining  large  armies  was  tempered  by  logistical  considerations,  which  in 

o  1 

turn  drove  strategy.  With  money  and  resources,  and  a  robust  mercantile  class,  better 
arms  could  be  manufactured,  better  uniforms  made,  better  medical  care  given,  better 
transportation  and  roads  were  available,  and  the  list  goes  on. 

Politically,  the  government  of  the  state  now  had  a  powerful  resource,  in  the  military, 
when  dealing  with  other  states.  Bureaucracy  flourished  and  the  will  of  the  state 
dominated  the  aim  of  the  military.  Governments  became  centralized  and  authoritarian  to 
build  and  maintain  these  large  military  machines,  creating  in  the  process  large 

on 

bureaucracies  to  collect  and  manage  revenues.  “  Technological  advancement  and 
innovations  were  most  assuredly  important  for  the  military.  Better  firearms,  with 
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increased  accuracy  and  faster  rates  of  fire  and  improvements  in  artillery,  making  it  more 
mobile,  were  instrumental  in  the  development  of  modern  warfare.  Also  of  primary 
importance  were  improvements  in  transportation  and  communications,  which  facilitated 
logistics  flow,  troop  movements  and  command  and  control.  It  is  clear  that  as  the  world 
changed  into  a  modern,  industrialized  world,  that  the  groundwork  was  laid  for 
fundamental  changes  in  the  conduct  of  warfare. 

The  Development  of  Operational  Art 

James  Schneider  says  that  the  fundamental  characteristic  of  operational  warfare, 
which  distinguishes  it  from  classical  warfare,  is  the  employment  of  forces  in  deep 
distributed  operations.  Author  John  English  traces  the  development  of  the  concept  of 
operational  warfare  to  Napoleon.  "Indeed,  the  argument  has  been  made  that  Napoleon 
Bonaparte  fathered  this  third  stratum  of  war  through  the  masterful  maneuver  of  numerous 
corps  formations  on  a  grand  scale."34  This  then  is  the  emerging  root  and  perhaps  the 
beginning  of  the  genesis  of  operational  war.  Although  not  yet  operational  war  as  known 
today  there  were  aspects  of  Napoleonic  warfare  where  in  can  be  seen  aspects  of 
operational  art.  Napoleon's  use  of  corps  bears  striking  resemblance  to  operational 
warfare  yet  falls  short  on  several  counts,  namely  in  the  areas  of  command  and  control, 
communications,  transportation  and  logistics.  However,  with  Napoleon  we  see  the  first 
characteristic  of  operational  warfare,  distributed  operations,  albeit  on  a  limited  scale. 
Napoleon  was  fighting  in  an  era,  which  was  to  see  the  last  great  uses  of  the  theory  of 
classical  warfare.35 

The  Prussians  further  advanced  the  development  of  operational  art  through  the 
development  of  the  German  general  staff  system  the  use  of  railways  and  the  focus  on  an 
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operational  objective.  The  Prussians  realized  the  limitations  of  one  man  attempting  to 
command  and  control  a  large  army  conducting  distributed  operations.  "The  times  seemed 
ripe  to  do  so,  of  course,  for  as  the  Napoleonic  Wars  had  shown,  there  were  definite  limits 
to  the  size  of  an  army,  however  well  drilled  or  disciplined,  that  could  be  controlled  by  a 
man  on  a  white  horse  on  a  hill."36  A  functioning  staff  system  and  the  use  of  subordinate 
commanders  for  large  forces  furthered  operational  art.  Combining  this  command  and 
control  system  with  technology  would  further  the  operational  art  even  more.  The 
Prussians  were  the  first  nation  to  use  railways  to  move  large  numbers  of  troops.  "In  1846 
the  successful  experimental  movement  of  a  12,000  -  man  Prussian  corps  by  rail 
convinced  the  Prussian  General  Staff  to  make  a  comprehensive  survey  of  the  military 
applications  of  railways."  Through  a  well-trained  staff  system,  the  railways  could  now 
move  troops  and  logistics  great  distances  in  short  periods  of  time.  These  then  are  the 
next  characteristics  of  operational  war,  a  staff  system  for  command  and  control  and  the 
use  of  transportation  technology  for  the  movement  of  forces  and  logistics.  The  next 
characteristic  dealt  with  the  focus  of  operational  art. 

According  to  author  Bradely  J.  Meyer,  Helmuth  von  Molke  developed  the  idea  of  a 
clearly  defined  operational  objective  divorced  from  purely  tactical  of  strategic 
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considerations.  It  was  Molke  who  first  used  the  term  "operational".  This  focus  on  the 
operational  objective  clearly  defined  the  operational  level  of  war  as  distinct  from  the 
tactical  and  strategic  levels.  The  operational  art  was  now  a  series  of  battles  or 
engagements,  which  did  not  lead  to  the  one  decisive  battle,  but  to  the  attainment  of  the 
operational  objective,  which  would  then  facilitate  the  collapse  of  the  enemy.  "The 
operational  artist  makes  decisions  on  the  basis  of  his  objectives,  not  on  that  of  strategy 
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and  tactics."  The  final  key  characteristic  of  the  operational  art  was  developed  in  the 
United  States,  where  Union  forces  brought  together  all  the  previously  referred  to 
characteristics  and  conducted  the  first  true  operational  battles. 

The  last  developments  needed  for  operational  art  to  flourish  was  the  telegraph. 
Instantaneous,  or  near  instantaneous  communications  facilitated  the  command  and 
control  of  distributed  forces  and  enabled  these  forces  to  proceed  towards  a  common 
objective  efficiently.  All  of  the  components  of  operational  warfare  were  brought  together 
during  the  American  Civil  War,  as  the  Union  Army  of  the  Potomac  was  the  first  force  in 
military  history  to  utilize  operational  maneuver.40  The  Union  Army  conducted 
distributed  operations  enabled  by  the  use  railways  for  the  first  large-scale  movement  of 
troops  and  supplies  in  combat,  efficient  staff  and  subordinate  army  group  commander 
coordination,  near  instantaneous  communications,  continuous  logistics  for  continuous 
operations,  and  a  focus  on  operational  objectives. 

Soviet  theorists  in  the  early  1900s  furthered  the  concept  of  operational  war  by 
combining  the  concept  of  distributed  operations  with  modern  means  of  mechanization. 
The  combination  of  the  ever-increasing  size  of  massed  armies  and  mechanization  were 
the  catalysts  for  the  further  development  of  operational  warfare.  Author  Jacob  Kipp 
notes, 

"Mass  armies,  industrialization  of  society,  and  the  acquisition  of  new 
weapons  had  brought  these  changes  in  the  scale,  physical  dimensions,  and 
temporal  character  of  modern  combat,  replacing  the  great  culminating 
battle  with  a  series  of  tactical  engagements  united  by  a  commander's 
concept  to  form  a  single  operation."41 

42 

Indeed,  it  was  the  Soviet  theorist  A. A.  Svechin  who  coined  the  term  "operational  art". 

The  Soviet  theorists  were  heavily  influenced  by  their  experiences  during  the  Russo- 
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Turkish,  Russo-Japanese  War,  the  First  World  War  and  the  Russian  Civil  War.  These 
theorists  were  faced  with  the  dilemma  of  wanting  to  win  war  rapidly,  yet  having  to  face 
large,  massed  armies  on  a  greatly  expanded  battlefield  that  didn't  seem  particularly 
vulnerable  to  rapid  destruction.  Tukhachevsky  solved  this  problem  by  suggesting  that 
independent  tank  and  mechanized  formations  were  the  key  to  deep  operations.  Initially 
forces  would  breakthrough  to  the  tactical  depths  of  the  enemy  then  a  second  echelon 
composed  of  mechanized  and  motorized  formations  supported  by  airborne  assaults  would 
exploit  the  tactical  breakthrough  to  the  operational  depth  of  the  enemy.  The  way  was 
now  opened  to  be  able  to  destroy  an  entire  front  through  to  its  operational  depths.  G. 
Isserson,  who  collaborated  with  Tukhachevsky,  clearly  saw  operational  art  as  an 
evolution  in  strategy  from  Napoleon  and  classical  warfare  to  the  industrial  age  and 
modern  warfare.43  Author  and  theorist  Shimon  Naveh  states  that  even  the  modern 
American  and  Russian  military's  sought  inspiration  from  Tukhachevsky  when  developing 
their  concepts  of  operational  warfare.44  This  then  brings  operational  warfare  from  its 
beginnings  to  the  present  day. 

From  this  study  of  the  development  of  operational  warfare  and  operational  art  there 
can  be  developed  a  working  definition  of  both  terms.  Operational  warfare  is  the  conduct 
of  protracted  combat  in  distributed  operations  focused  on  operational  objectives. 
Operational  art  in  its  most  basic  sense  is  the  use  of  distributed  operations  for  the  purposes 
of  the  campaign. 

Tenets  of  Modern  Warfare 

Now  that  there  is  an  adequate  definition  of  operational  war,  the  monograph  explores 
the  additional  underlying  principles  for  the  actual  conduct  of  modern  warfare.  The  tenets 
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for  the  conduct  of  modern  war  emerged  after  the  Industrial  Revolution  and  define  the 
contemporary,  industrialized  battlefield. 

Operational  War.  Operational  War  is  the  primary  tenet  of  modem  warfare  and  without 
it,  there  would  only  be  an  evolutionary  and  technologically  enhanced  version  of  classical 
warfare  available  to  military  thinkers  today.  As  stated  previously  operational  warfare  is 
the  conduct  of  protracted  combat  in  distributed  operations  focused  on  operational 
objectives.  Operational  war  is  made  possible  by  the  size  of  modern  armies,  modern 
transportation,  communications,  weapons,  logistics  and  efficient  staff  and  subordinate 
commander  coordination.  These  in  turn  become  the  additional  tenets  of  modern  warfare. 
Increased  Size  of  Modern  Armies  and  Battlefields.  The  size  of  armies  has  grown 
considerably  since  the  time  of  classical  warfare.  When  Napoleon  began  his  Austerlitz 
campaign  his  entire  army,  supported  by  the  levee  en  mass  was  only  210,000  soldiers 
strong.  "With  210,000  men,  operating  in  a  vast  new  formation  -  La  Grande  Armee  -  he 
would  defeat  his  enemy  in  detail."45  Compare  this  with  the  1,082,000  men  fielded  by  the 
Allies  during  the  Battle  of  the  Marne  in  1914.46  Even  the  tiny  country  of  Israel  was  able 
to  field  a  force  of  264,000  soldiers  during  the  Six  Day  War  in  1967. 47  These  vast 
formations  have  had  three  significant  impacts,  which  are  further  enumerated  under  the 
subsequent  tenets  of  Inability  to  Engage  the  Entire  Enemy  Force  Simultaneously, 
Continuous  Logistics,  and  Increased  Ability  to  Survive  Reversals.  They  have  also 
significantly  altered  the  size  of  the  modern  battlefield.  Compare  the  Battle  of  Issus, 
fought  between  Alexander  the  Great  and  Darius  to  the  Battle  of  the  Marne.  The  battle 
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line  during  the  Battle  of  Issus  was  between  two  and  two  and  a  half  miles  long.  The 
battle  line  for  the  Battle  of  the  Mame  was  over  100  miles  in  length.49  This  significant 
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change  in  size  has  great  implications  for  the  other  tenets  and  truly  sets  the  modern 
battlefield  apart  from  the  classical  battlefield. 

Technological  Dependence.  Technology  determines  the  ability  to  conduct  operational 
war  and  is  so  significant  that  modern  warfare  would  not  be  possible  without  it.  From  the 
time  of  Alexander  the  Great  to  Napoleon  technological  changes  occurred,  yet  it  has  been 
suggested  by  General  Sir  John  Hackett  and  Arther  Ferrill  that  these  changes  were  not 
nearly  as  significant  as  modern  readers  imagine.  They  even  go  so  far  as  to  suggest  that 
Alexander's  army  would  have  had  a  more  than  reasonable  chance  of  success  against  a 
Napoleonic  foe.50  It  was  only  after  Waterloo,  by  the  time  of  the  American  Civil  War  that 
technology  changed  warfare  to  such  an  extent  that  it  wouldn't  be  recognizable  to  the 
classical  generals.  Increased  mobility,  communications  and  firepower  changed  the  face 
of  warfare  from  the  classical  to  the  modern.51  The  technological  changes  from  the 
classical  to  the  modem  cannot  be  underestimated,  since  technology  is  a  fundamental 
aspect  of  warfare.  As  Martin  Van  Creveld  says,  "...war  is  permeated  by  technology  to  the 
point  that  every  single  element  is  either  governed  by  or  at  least  linked  to  it."  “  Thus  even 
if  the  operational  art  was  never  utilized,  and  decisive  battles  were  still  the  norm, 
technology  by  itself  would  still  have  significantly  altered  the  face  of  warfare  from  the 
classical  to  the  modern. 

Inability  to  Engage  the  Entire  Enemy  Force  Simultaneously.  The  vast  numbers  of  soldiers 
in  a  modern  army  and  the  expanded  modern  battlefield  mean  that  an  enemy  force  is 
virtually  unable  to  engage  an  entire  enemy  army  at  one  time.  This  by  necessity  means  a 
protracted  campaign  in  which  a  series  of  battles  are  fought  to  defeat  an  enemy  army.  No 
longer  is  there  an  attempt  to  bring  the  entire  enemy  army  to  one  great  decisive  battle.  "At 
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the  operational  level  the  emphasis  has  to  be  on  a  series  of  battles  which  constitute  a 
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campaign.  The  emphasis  is  not  on  a  single  battle;  it  is  not  even  on  battle  itself." 

Battle  Without  Consent.  This  tenet  could  perhaps  be  best  viewed  as  a  corollary  to  the 
previous  one.  Although  the  size  of  modern  armies  and  the  modem  battlefield  mean  that 
the  entire  enemy  force  cannot  be  engaged  in  a  single  battle,  it  also  means  that  there  is 
virtually  no  escaping  combat.  In  classical  warfare,  there  could  be  maneuverings  upon 
maneuverings  without  decisive  battle.54  The  advent  of  modern  warfare  with  massive 
armies  meant  that  forces  could  no  longer  avoid  battle  and  were  forced  to  fight.  This  is 
not  to  say  that  maneuver  is  irrelevant,  just  that  there  is  virtually  no  way  to  maneuver  to 
avoid  contact  on  the  modern  battlefield.  Now  with  the  tenets  of  Inability  to  Engage  the 
Entire  Enemy  Force  Simultaneously  and  Battle  Without  Consent,  operational  maneuver 
could  flourish.  In  classical  warfare  armies  maneuvered  to  achieve  a  positional  advantage 
for  battle,  while  in  modern  warfare,  utilizing  operational  maneuver,  armies  conducted 
movements  to  retain  or  deny  freedom  of  action.55 

Continuous  Logistics.  During  the  period  of  classical  warfare,  logistics  was  a  concern,  but 
was  a  concern  reserved  for  pre  and  post  battle.  In  other  words,  logistics  involved 
equipping,  feeding  and  supplying  an  army  before  it  entered  battle  and  after  battle  was 
completed.  Since  battles  were  of  limited  duration  the  means  of  combat  were  not 
excessively  consumed  during  combat.  There  is  little  mention  of  an  ancient  army  running 
out  of  armor,  swords  or  spears  during  battle.  To  be  sure,  there  were  consumables,  such  as 
arrows,  yet  archers  could  most  times  carry  enough  arrows  to  sustain  themselves  in 
combat.  This  system  of  supplying  logistics  before  and  after  battle  was  prevalent  from 
ancient  armies  through  Napoleonic.56  By  way  of  contrast,  modem  armies  need  not  only 
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to  be  logistically  supplied  before  and  after  combat,  but  during  combat  as  well.  Battle  is 
now  extended  in  time  and  space  and  is  characterized  by  protracted  combat.  Armies 
consume  ammunition,  equipment  and  men  at  accelerated  rates.  With  a  reliance  on 
technology  to  wage  war  there  is  a  need  to  continuously  supply  technology,  i.e.  weapons, 
ammunition,  vehicles  and  aircraft.  The  logistical  consumption  is  actually  much  higher  in 
combat  than  previous  to  combat.  Protracted  combat  also  means  higher  casualties  over 
extended  periods  and  the  physical  and  mental  exhaustion  of  men  in  combat  necessitating 
their  replacement.  This  is  so  critical  that  it  has  lead  to  three  important  components  of 
logistics  in  modem  warfare.  First,  logistics  are  such  a  crucial  component  of  the  modern 
military  force  that  the  majority  of  a  modem  army  is  not  the  fighting  force.  Secondly, 
that  the  massive  consumption  of  logistical  resources  during  modem  operations  will 
require  periods  known  as  "operational  pauses"  to  allow  for  the  reconstitution  and 
regrouping  of  military  forces.  Tukhachevesky's  1928  study  of  operational  art  made  clear 
the  fact  that  there  were  logistical  constraints  on  far-flung  deep  battles,  which  would 
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necessitate  operational  pause.  Lastly,  with  logistics  so  important  to  modem  warfare, 
the  means  of  production  and  economic  wherewithal  of  the  enemy  were  now  targets.  It 
was  not  enough  to  defeat  the  enemy's  field  forces.  His  economic  ability  to  wage  war 
would  have  to  be  destroyed  to  achieve  victory. 

Increased  Ability  to  Survive  Reversals.  Modern  warfare  depends  on  the  conduct  of 
operational  war,  and  operational  war  is  dependant  on  a  series  of  battles  rather  than  one 
decisive  battle.  It  logically  follows  that  if  winning  one  battle  does  not  mean  winning  the 
war  then  losing  one  battle  does  not  mean  losing  the  war.  This  is  made  possible  through 
Continuous  Logistics  and  by  virtue  of  the  size  of  modern  states  and  their  armies.  Since 
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the  entire  enemy  army  cannot  be  engaged  at  one  time,  the  unengaged  portions  of  the 
enemy  army  could  be  capable  of  continued  resistance.  "These  partial  destructions  could 
not  prevent  a  large  and  economically  developed  state  from  redeploying  forces  to  meet  the 
threat  and  from  mobilizing  additional  resources."59  This  contributes  directly  to  the 
possibility  of  protracted  conflict  and  of  the  continued  danger  of  an  enemy  even  after  he 
has  lost  a  battle  of  perhaps  even  series  of  battles.  Conversely,  it  also  means  that  reversals 
to  friendly  forces  can  be  recovered  from  and  the  outcome  of  the  war  still  saved. 

These  are  the  tenets  of  modern  warfare.  Modem  warfare  with  its  dependence  on 
operational  art  is  a  completely  separate  and  distinct  manner  of  waging  war.  The  theory  of 
classical  warfare  and  the  theory  of  modem  warfare  thus  appear  to  be  completely 
divergent.  However,  recent  historical  events  and  trends  don't  support  this  dichotomy. 

Yes,  they  are  both  separate  theories  of  warfare,  each  with  distinct  characteristics,  but  is  it 
possible  to  combine  these  theories  and  is  a  theoretical  shift  occurring  in  that  direction? 
Can  the  best  of  each  of  the  theories  be  utilized  to  provide  victory  on  the  future 
battlefield?  The  next  chapter  will  attempt  to  address  these  questions. 
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Chapter  IV 


This  chapter  will  focus  on  the  possible  theoretical  shift  away  from  the  operational 
battle  towards  decisive  battle.  This  is  not  modern,  operational  warfare  by  another  name 
through  the  implication  that  operational  warfare  is  decisive  in  and  of  itself.  This  is  a 
movement  towards  the  single  decisive  battle,  perhaps  better  expressed  as  a  movement 
back  towards  classical  warfare.  This  new  type  of  warfare  takes  on  the  characteristics  of 
both  the  decisive  battle  and  the  operational  battle  and  is  yet  not  wholly  either.  The 
operational  art  has  battles  fought  for  freedom  of  action  while  the  decisive  battle  seeks  the 
destruction  of  the  enemy.60  Warfare  practiced  with  massive  firepower  and  precision 
weaponry  must  focus  on  the  effects  of  those  fires,  i.e.,  destruction.  While  at  the  same 
time  distributed  maneuver  maintains  much  of  the  spatial  and  temporal  extension,  force 
distribution  and  unity  of  effort.  This  is  a  new  style  of  warfare  encompassing  classical 
warfare  and  its  emphasis  on  annihilation  combined  with  modern  warfare  and  its  emphasis 
on  exhaustion.  The  battlefield  expanded  by  operational  theory  is  now  one  single 
battlefield  and  the  focus  is  now  the  enemy  once  again. 

This  chapter  first  defines  this  new  style  of  warfare,  as  Hyper-warfare  borrowing  from 
Shimon  Naveh's  definition  of  blitzkrieg.61  Naveh  defines  blitzkrieg  as  primarily  an 
offensive  pattern  and  criticizes  it  for  its  lack  of  operational  applicability.62  The  definition 
the  monograph  will  use  takes  these  criticisms  into  account  yet  takes  the  definition  past 
the  operational  to  encompass  the  tactical,  operational  and  strategic  implications  of  this 
new  theory  of  war.  Hyper-warfare  not  only  encompasses  classical  and  modern  warfare, 
but  embraces  the  newer  aspects  of  warfare  namely  information  and  digitization.  Calling 
this  newer  theory  of  warfare  information  warfare  or  digital  warfare  conjures  images  of  a 
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clean  war  fought  between  digits  and  processors  where  casualties  are  always  limited. 
Hyper-warfare  includes  the  information  and  digital  dimension  while  recognizing  the 
inherent  violent  nature  of  war.  Although  hyper-warfare  might  have  applicability  in  a 
SASO  environment,  it  is  much  more  applicable  to  the  high-intensity  battlefield  and  it  is 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  study  to  attempt  to  apply  it  to  the  SASO  environment.  This 
monograph  defines  hyper-warfare  as  a  hyper- violent  destructive  pattern,  designed  to 
defeat  the  opposition  by  means  of  surprise,  speed  and  superiority  of  material  and  fire 
throughout  the  tactical,  operational  and  strategic  depths  simultaneously. 

Hyper-war  is  warfare  fought  along  a  continuum  throughout  the  tactical,  operational 
and  strategic  depths  simultaneously.  Looking  at  the  levels  of  war  along  a  continuum  with 
tactical  on  one  end  and  strategic  on  the  other  with  operational  in  the  middle  gives 
visualization  to  this  concept.  If  each  level  is  a  band  of  a  certain  length  along  the 
continuum,  with  each  band  a  particular  color,  then  the  areas  where  the  colors  begin  to 
overlap  are  shades  of  both  colors.  There  is  a  blending  of  the  levels  where  they  come 
together  and  hyper-warfare  transgresses  all  these  levels.  There  is  then  a  continuum 
between  the  levels  of  war  and  there  is  also  a  continuum  between  the  classical  and  modern 
warfare  and  their  respective  tenets.  Hyper- warfare  also  transgresses  this  continuum 
encompassing  all  aspects  of  both  theories  of  war  simultaneously.  There  might  be  more 
emphasis  on  any  one  aspect  or  tenet,  and  this  only  shows  a  movement  along  the 
continuum.  Sometimes  the  continuum  as  a  whole  is  called  into  being  and  sometimes 
there  is  more  emphasis  on  a  particular  aspect.  For  example,  the  emphasis  for  one 
operation  is  decisive  battle  while  the  next  might  be  operational  maneuver,  or  operational 
maneuver  leading  to  decisive  battle.  Thus,  classical  warfare  and  operational  warfare  are 
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no  longer  mutually  exclusive,  but  are  now  inclusive  and  this  concept  is  at  the  core  of  the 
current  theoretical  shift.  Always  at  the  heart  of  this  concept  is  the  ability  to  bring  the 
enemy  to  one  large  decisive  battle  throughout  the  tactical,  operational  and  strategic 
depths  simultaneously. 

The  concept  of  hyper-warfare  is  then  traced  as  it  evolved  historically  in  order  to 
further  define  it  and  subsequently  the  additional  tenets  of  the  hyper-warfare  theory  of  war 
are  defined.  This  historical  study  will  show  how  the  concept  of  classical  warfare  is 
reconfigured  through  technology  to  become  a  new  concept.  As  the  tenets  of  hyper¬ 
warfare  are  developed,  there  will  also  out  of  necessity  be  a  comparison  to  the  tenets  of 
classical  warfare  and  modem  warfare  to  show  the  developing  tenets  of  hyper-warfare. 

Tenets  of  Hyper-warfare 

With  a  workable  definition  as  the  baseline,  the  monograph  traces  the  historical 
development  of  hyper-warfare  using  the  Arab-Israeli  wars  of  1967  and  1973  to  develop 
tenets.  These  tenets  will  then  be  compared  to  the  experience  of  the  Gulf  War  to  ensure 
their  validity.  The  Arab-Israeli  wars  were  significant  as  they  were  the  first  large-scale 
mechanized  wars  since  World  War  II  and  involved  two  dichotomous  technical  and 
tactical  schools,  i.e.,  Western  and  Soviet.  The  subsequent  study  of  these  conflicts  by  the 
United  States  Army  significantly  influenced  American  theories  of  warfare.  Naveh  flatly 
states  that  the  Israelis  lacked  operational  insight  as  they  fought  these  campaigns,  yet  it  is 
possible  that  they  didn't  lack  operational  insight,  but  that  they  faced  a  theoretical  shift  in 
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war. 

In  June  of  1967,  264,000  Israeli  troops  and  800  tanks  faced  547,000  Arab  troops  and 
1504  tanks.  The  Israelis  fought  on  three  fronts  against  Syria  in  the  north,  Jordan  in  the 
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east  and  Egypt  in  the  south.  The  battle  lines  stretched  over  600  miles  from  the  Golan 
Heights  southwest  to  the  Suez  canal.64  The  Israelis  struck  to  the  strategic  depths  of  the 
Arab  nations  simultaneously.  "Israel  launched  the  first  decisive  aerial  'blitzkrieg'  in 
history,  attacking  dozens  of  airfields  in  Egypt,  Syria,  Jordan  and  Iraq  and  destroying  over 
400  Arab  planes  on  the  ground  for  the  loss  of  just  26  of  her  own."65  After  these 
successful  strategic  strikes,  the  Israelis  seized  the  Golan  Heights,  West  Bank  and  Sinai 
Peninsula  within  a  week.  In  terms  of  distance  and  forces  engaged,  the  Golan  Heights  and 
West  Bank  were  tactical  victories,  but  the  Sinai  has  to  be  considered  an  operational 
attack.  The  forces  involved  in  the  Sinai  were  large,  over  240,000  Egyptians  alone,  the 
distances  immense,  the  operations  distributed  in  the  north  and  south  and  the  operational 
objective  the  securing  of  the  banks  of  the  Suez  leading  to  the  strategic  collapse  of  the 
enemy.  Viewed  in  its  constituent  parts  the  campaign  affected  the  tactical,  operational  and 
strategic  levels  of  war  simultaneously,  or  at  the  very  least  near-simultaneously,  giving  the 
Israelis  an  immense  victory  in  a  week's  time.66  The  Israelis  next  fought  the  Arabs  in 
1973. 

The  1967  War  started  with  an  Israeli  surprise  attack,  the  1973  War  started  with  a 
surprise  Arab  attack.  The  Syrians  in  the  north  attacked  the  Golan  Heights  and  were 
repulsed,  while  the  Egyptian  attacks  across  the  Suez  were  successful  and  then  bogged 
down.  The  Egyptians  and  Syrians  both  utilized  limited  tactical  attacks  while  never 
striking  deep  operationally  nor  strategically  in  any  strength.  The  Israelis  were  able  to  use 
their  unharmed  air  force  to  devastating  effect,  and  moved  forces  from  the  northern  front 
to  the  southern  front  as  needed.  In  the  end,  the  Israelis  defeated  the  Syrians,  Jordanians, 
and  Iraqis  in  the  north  and  threatened  Damascus,  while  in  the  south  they  forced  the  Suez 
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Canal  and  threatened  Cairo.  Only  superpower  intervention  halted  the  fighting  and 
prevented  a  very  sound  strategic  defeat  from  being  inflicted  on  Syria  and  Egypt.  This 
short  synopsis  doesn't  do  justice  to  the  bravery  and  ingenuity  of  the  soldiers  on  all  sides, 
nor  show  how  close  Israel  came  to  being  defeated,  but  the  war  provides  several  lessons 
relevant  to  this  study.  First,  this  was  the  first  use  of  precision-guided  munitions  on  a 
large-scale  in  combat.  "Militarily  the  campaign  opened  a  new  era  in  warfare,  faintly 
foreshadowed  by  the  American  air  force's  use  of  guided  bombs  in  the  final  phase  of  the 
Vietnam  War."67  Secondly,  it  showed  that  the  Arab  failure  to  attack  to  the  operational 
and  strategic  depths  allowed  the  Israelis  to  recover.  Lastly,  it  showed  the  Israeli  ability  to 
attack  throughout  the  tactical,  operational  and  strategic  depths  simultaneously  to 
incredible  effect.68  From  these  recent  historical  examples,  we  can  develop  the  tenets  of 
hyper- warfare. 

Decisive/Operational  Warfare.  The  conduct  of  distributed  operations  focused  on 
developing  a  single  battle,  which  achieves  a  prompt,  conclusive  victory  at  a  minimum 
cost  and  with  a  minimum  of  wasted  effort.  This  is  the  primary  tenet  of  hyper-warfare,  the 
seeking  out  of  the  single,  decisive  battle  usually  through  operational  maneuver. 
Decisive/Operational  warfare  is  enabled  by  the  size  of  modern  armies,  modern 
transportation,  communications,  weapons,  logistics  and  efficient  staff  and  subordinate 
commander  coordination. 

Temporal  Compression  and  Spatial  Contraction.  The  size  of  the  armies  remains  large, 
as  does  the  size  of  the  battlefield  with  both  remaining  unchanged  from  the  modern 
warfare  tenet.  What  has  changed  is  not  the  physical  dimensions  of  the  battlefield,  but  the 
size  of  the  battlefield  in  time.  This  temporal  compression  then  alters  the  spatial  construct 
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through  a  phenomena  known  as  spatial  contraction.  Thus,  the  ability  to  transverse 
hundreds  of  miles  within  minutes  alters  the  spatial  conception  through  an  apparent 
contraction.  Although  the  physical  areas  implied  within  the  operational  battlefield  are 
great,  the  modem  appliances  of  warfare  compress  the  time  and  thus  the  space  of  action. 
The  battlefield  can  now  be  observed,  traversed  and  effected  by  destructive  fires  and 
decisive  actions  throughout  its  width,  and  depth  near  simultaneously.  This  implies  that 
the  operational  battlefield  is  now  becoming  a  larger  decisive  battlefield.  Jeffrey  R. 
Cooper,  the  Director  of  Strategic  Analysis  at  SRS  Technologies,  alludes  to  this  concept. 
“By  relying  on  intensive  rather  than  extensive  destruction,  a  combination  of  information 
dominance  and  precision  weaponry  should,  in  theory,  allow  a  comparatively  small 
American  expeditionary  force  to  defeat  much  larger  enemy  formations.”69 

The  compression  of  time  and  the  contraction  of  space  within  the  Hyper-warfare 

battlefield  is  one  of  the  key  components  of  the  new  theory.  The  decisive  battle  can  now 

be  fought  on  an  operational-sized  battlefield  within  a  relatively  short  period  of  time. 

Drew  Middleton  in  Crossroads  of  Modern  Warfare  illustrates  the  compression  of  time 

and  the  extended  distances  of  a  single  modem  campaign. 

"Although  it  is  usually  called  the  1973  War,  or  the  Ramadan  War  by  the 
Arabs,  or  the  Yon  Kippur  War  by  the  Israelis,  it  was  in  fact  a  single 
campaign  fought  on  two  fronts.  From  a  historical  perspective  the  time 
spent  fighting  was  brief;  the  campaign  was  concluded  in  fewer  days  than  it 
took  the  Normandy  invasion  to  develop  its  second  phase;  in  the  great 
encounter  at  Stalingrad,  the  Russians  and  the  Germans  had  only  begun 
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after  twenty-one  days  to  feel  out  each  other's  strengths  and  weaknesses." 
Destruction  of  the  Enemies  Main  Field  Forces.  Within  the  concept  of  operational 
warfare,  shock  created  operational  dislocation  and  dislocation  led  to  disorganization. 
Operational  art  and  distributed  operations  seek  not  the  destruction  of  the  enemy’s  army, 
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but  the  destruction  of  the  enemy’s  entire  capacity  to  wage  war.  “  That  is  becoming  less 
and  less  the  case.  Collateral  damage  and  noncombatant  casualties  are  real  concerns  and 
are  avoided,  especially  by  NATO  countries.  Campaigns,  which  have  recently  taken  place 
sought  not  to  completely  destroy  production  capabilities,  food  production,  infrastructure 
and  in  short  the  enemy’s  entire  capacity  to  wage  war.  The  political  implications  and 
nation  rebuilding  requirements  are  increasingly  precluding  such  total  destruction.  The 
focus  is  now  back  on  the  destruction  of  the  enemy's  military.  This  is  not  to  say  that 
infrastructure  is  not  a  target,  but  that  the  destruction  of  the  armed  forces  is  primary  and 
the  destruction  of  infrastructure  important  only  as  it  pertains  to  the  military  force  directly. 
In  other  words,  the  destruction  of  infrastructure  is  only  part  of  the  Western  military 
thought  where  that  infrastructure  directly  interfaces  with  the  military.  Although  the  focus 
is  on  the  enemy  military,  it  is  not  the  focus  of  a  particular  piece  of  that  military 
necessarily,  but  the  entire  military  force.  To  be  sure,  there  will  be  maximum  effort  at  the 
decisive  point,  yet  now  the  entire  force  is  vulnerable  to  attack  from  the  tactical  to  the 
strategic. 

Information  Processing  and  Dominance .  The  shift  towards  decisive  battle  is  fundamental 
to  the  way  we  plan  to  wage  war  in  the  future  and  is  centered  around  information 
gathering,  processing,  dissemination  and  precision  weaponry.73  The  gathering  of 
information,  processing  of  data,  dissemination  of  data  and  the  precision  of  precision- 
guided  munitions  are  all  reliant  on  digitization.  This  roughly  equates  to  the  modern 
warfare  reliance  on  technology,  but  is  a  reliance  on  much  more  advanced  technology. 

This  dominance  allows  for  the  application  of  maximum  effects  at  the  decisive  point.74 
Another  key  point  that  is  illustrative  of  the  theoretical  shift  is  the  ability  of  the  modern 
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force  to  mass  effects.  Operational  art  is  based  on  the  distributed  campaign,  while  the 
decisive  battle  sought  concentration  at  a  single  point.  Modern  weaponry  now  allows 
for  the  concentration  of  effects  on  a  single  point  while  the  force  as  a  whole  is  distributed. 
This  once  again  shows  the  blending  of  the  two  theories  of  combat. 

Simultaneity.  Naveh  speaks  highly  of  the  ability  of  modern  armies  to  achieve 
simultaneity  in  operations.  "From  the  point  of  view  of  creativity,  the  formulation  of  the 
principle  of  simultaneity  was  second  only  to  the  creation  of  the  idea  of  operational 
shock."76  However,  the  means  and  limits  of  the  operational  form  of  simultaneity  are 
apparent.  Naveh  referred  to  simultaneity  as  a  means  of  attacking  only  through  the 
operational  depth  of  the  enemy  force.  Modern  weapons  allow  for  the  simultaneous 
attack  of  the  enemy  from  the  tactical  to  the  strategic.  This  is  not  operational  shock,  but 
true  national  shock  with  every  level  paralyzed  and  opened  for  destruction.  "Simultaneity 
of  actions  will  blur  the  distinctions  between  the  strategic,  operational,  and  tactical  levels 
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and  alter  what  has  heretofore  been  known  as  battle  command." 

No  Consent  to  Battle.  Just  as  in  modern  warfare,  there  is  virtually  no  way  to  maneuver  to 
avoid  contact  on  the  Hyper-warfare  battlefield.  Assets  can  be  hidden  or  camouflaged,  but 
ultimately  contact  with  the  enemy  force  can  never  be  entirely  avoided. 

Logistical  Consumption.  During  the  period  of  classical  warfare,  logistics  was  a  concern 
reserved  for  pre  and  post  battle.  In  modern  warfare,  logistics  is  also  concerned  with 
resupply  during  battle.  The  Hyper-warfare  battlefield  harkens  back  to  classical  warfare. 
With  campaigns  of  shortened  duration,  it  is  paramount  that  armies  have  the  wherewithal 
to  fight  the  campaign  in  hand  prior  to  the  fight.  Consumption  of  resources  on  the  Hyper¬ 
warfare  battlefield  will  be  exceedingly  high,  especially  in  precision-guided  munitions,  yet 
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there  are  limited  quantities  of  these  and  other  forces  will  have  to  fight  with  mainly  "on¬ 
board"  stocks  of  supply.  In  other  words,  once  again  logistics  involved  equipping,  feeding 
and  supplying  an  army  before  it  entered  battle  and  after  battle  was  completed.  This 
doesn't  preclude  tactical  resupply,  what  it  means  is  that  operational  and  strategic  resupply 
of  the  means  and  resources  of  war  will  remain  limited.  "The  late  twentieth-century 
military  establishments  may  no  longer  be  able  to  afford  a  support  philosophy  that  allows 
its  military  commanders  and  planners  to  simply  rely  on  applying  brute  force  which 
assumes  an  endless  supply  of  everything."  Both  Arabs  and  Israelis,  with  their  reliance 
on  outside  logistics  support  found  this  tenet  out.  The  Arabs  fought  for  over  five  days 
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without  outside  logistical  support  and  the  Israelis  several  days  longer.  Prepositioning  of 
supply  stockages  within  theater  prior  to  hostilities  is  critical. 

Decreased  Ability  to  Survive  Reversals.  Looking  at  the  previous  campaigns  this  tenet  is 
readily  apparent.  The  Arabs  never  recovered  from  their  initial  losses  during  the  1967 
war,  and  the  reason  that  Israel  survived  the  initial  onslaught  during  the  1973  war  is  that 
they  weren't  hurt  operationally  or  strategically.  Hyper- warfare  with  its  ability  to  strike 
the  tactical,  operational  and  strategic  levels  simultaneously  will  preclude  an  adversary 
recovering  sufficiently  from  initial  losses  to  continue  effective  combat. 

These  are  the  tenets  of  Hyper-warfare.  That  there  is  a  blending  of  classical  and 
modern  warfare  is  readily  apparent,  and  that  there  is  a  shift  towards  decisive  battle  is  also 
readily  apparent.  The  operational  level  of  war  fights  campaigns  and  major  operations  to 
accomplish  strategic  objectives  within  theaters  or  areas  of  operations.  The  campaign  is  a 
series  of  military  operations  and  major  operations  accomplish  operational  and  sometimes 
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strategic  objectives.  The  rapidity  and  simultaneity  of  the  hyper-warfare  battlefield  blurs 
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these  distinctions.  Campaigns  thus  become  either  very  rapid  or  major  operations 
supplant  them  and  become  decisive  in  themselves.  Given  the  predication  that  smaller 
numbers  of  soldiers  with  sophisticated  means  must  fight  and  win  future  conventional 
wars,  the  wars  must  by  their  very  nature  be  short,  given  the  great  difficulty  or  inability  to 
sustain  combat  indefinitely  with  either  arms  or  personal.  Decisive  battle  declined 
because  warfare  became  less  efficient  and  less  decisive.  This  led  to  the  focus  on  the 
destruction  of  means  of  war  and  distributed  maneuver.  Battle  is  once  again  becoming 
more  efficient  and  the  focus  is  shifting  in  a  fundamental  way.  Will  the  Gulf  War  bear 
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these  assumptions  out  and  validate  the  tenets  of  hyper-warfare? 

Gulf  War 

The  Iraqi  Army  some  264,000  soldiers  and  2,000-  tanks  faced  772,220  Coalition 
soldiers  and  over  3,000  tanks.  The  battlefield  stretched  over  280  miles  east  to  west  and 
was  over  120  miles  in  depth.  Fought  on  an  operational- sized  battlefield,  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  soldiers  clashed  for  just  over  thirty  days  in  a  very  intensive  battle.  Most  of 
this  war  was  fought  by  Coalition  planes  and  precision-guided  munitions  against  what 
were  at  first  formidable  and  later  wrecked  Iraqi  defenses.  The  Gulf  War  gave  the 
Western  Powers  the  opportunity  to  demonstrate  -  for  the  first  time  in  military  history  - 
high-technology  weapons  that  seemed  to  have  a  mind  of  their  own,  capable  as  they  were 
of  hitting  specific  targets  at  great  range.  This  is  an  example  of  information  processing 
and  information  dominance  leading  to  the  ability  of  the  coalition  forces  to  detect  and 
target  the  Iraqi  defenses.  The  Iraqi  defenses  were  struck  along  their  length  and  breadth, 
from  the  tactical  level  to  the  strategic  level  simultaneously  perfectly  exemplifying  the 
tenet  of  Simultaneity.  Aircraft,  missiles  and  finally  ground  troops  traversed  the  battlefield 
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in  exceptionally  short  order  exemplifying  the  tenet  of  Temporal  Compression.  The  focus 
was  not  just  on  the  most  capable  Iraqi  forces,  the  Republican  Guards,  but  the  entire  force 
was  hit  with  an  extreme  intensity.  The  forces  defending  Kuwait  city  were  pummeled 
with  the  same  relentless  firepower,  as  were  the  Republican  Guards.  The  focus  was  the 
Destruction  of  the  Enemies  Main  Field  Forces  as  a  whole.  Even  when  the  Republican 
Guard  formations  sought  to  evade  the  U.S.  7th  Corps  they  were  still  trapped  and 
destroyed.  The  Iraqi  forces  couldn't  avoid  contact  with  the  Coalition  forces  there  was  No 
Consent  to  Battle .  Once  the  initial  onslaught  began,  the  Iraqi  forces  were  never  for  an 
instant  able  to  recover.  This  exemplifies  the  tenet  of  Decreased  Ability  to  Survive 
Reversals.  U.S.  and  Coalition  forces  were  never  in  danger  of  running  out  of  munitions 
due  to  the  massive  stockpiling  that  occurred  prior  to  the  war.  In  any  event,  the  ground 
war  only  lasted  three  days,  which  was  hardly  long  enough  to  stretch  the  logistics  system 
significantly.  This  highlights  the  tenet  of  Logistical  Consumption.  The  example  of  the 
Gulf  War  bears  out  the  tenets  of  hyper-warfare  and  validates  the  assumption  that  there  is 
a  blending  occurring  between  the  classical  and  modern  theories  of  warfare.  The  new 
hyper-warfare  battlefield  is  defined  by  space,  time  and  simultaneity  and  is  characterized 
by  very  large  area,  affected  throughout  its  width  and  depth  near  simultaneously,  with  the 
battle  decided  in  a  relatively  short  time. 
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Chapter  V 


The  monograph  now  lays  bare  the  theoretical  underpinnings  of  the  current  U.S.  Army 
Transformation  so  that  they  may  be  analyzed  and  compared  to  the  current  theoretical 
shift.  The  conclusion  will  focus  on  the  implications  for  the  Army  Transformation  and 
whether  this  theory  is  appropriate  for  the  United  States  Army.  All  analysis  should  lead  to 
a  yes  or  no  answer  to  the  basic  question.  The  previous  chapter  showed  that  there  was  a 
technologically  driven  blending  occurring  between  the  classical  and  modern  theories  of 
war.  If  there  is  currently,  a  theoretical  shift  underway  there  must  or  should  be  a  linkage 
between  it  and  the  U.S.  Army  Transformation.  The  lessons  learned  from  previous 
applications  of  the  decisive  battle  of  classical  warfare  and  operational  art  of  modern 
warfare  should  also  prove  applicable  to  the  U.S.  Army  Transformation. 

The  U.S.  Army  leadership  realizes  that  the  world  is  changing  technologically  and 
that  the  international  security  environment  has  also  changed.  These  are  the  two  driving 
forces  behind  the  Transformation;  the  need  to  defeat  potential  challenges  and  the  need  to 
take  advantage  of  new  and  emerging  technologies.86  The  Transformation  consists  of 
three  parallel  vectors:  the  legacy,  interim  and  objective  forces  all  developed  along  first 
parallel  and  then  convergent  lines.  This  method  of  development  ensures  that  current 
forces  can  meet  their  obligations  without  degradation  while  new  capabilities  are 
developed. 

The  Transformation  Strategy  is  first  and  foremost  a  conditions-based  strategy 
designed  to  support  national  security  requirements  while  sustaining  current  capabilities. 
The  most  visible  changes  will  occur  in  the  operational  forces,  yet  the  Institutional  Army 
will  begin  to  change  immediately  to  ensure  continuity  of  concepts  and  doctrine.  The 
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Transformation  of  the  Institutional  Army  addresses  the  systems,  organization,  doctrine, 
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leader  development,  infrastructure  management,  sustainment  and  material  development. 
By  changing  the  Institutional  Army  first,  the  Army  leadership  realizes  the  key  role  that  its 
conceptual  framework  plays  in  the  Transformation.  The  next  forces  to  change  are  the 
operational  forces. 

The  legacy  force  is  the  current  force  structure  consisting  of  heavy  and  light  divisions. 
The  legacy  force  is  the  backbone,  which  will  support  the  Army  as  the  Transformation 
moves  forward.  The  legacy  force  will  modernize  through  recapitalization  and  the 
fielding  of  new  equipment,  which  was  previously  programmed.  The  bridge  between  the 
legacy  force  and  the  objective  force  is  the  interim  force. 

The  Army  has  begun  fielding  two  Initial  Brigade  Combat  Teams  (IBCT)  as  the  first 
steps  in  the  construction  of  the  interim  force.  The  interim  force  attempts  to  achieve  the 
characteristics  and  capabilities  of  the  objective  force  as  a  rapidly  deployable  warfighting 
asset.  It  is  envisioned  that  the  interim  force  will  act  as  an  early  entry  force  into  a 
particular  theater  to  facilitate  the  arrival  of  heavy  forces,  otherwise  known  as  the  decisive 
campaign  force.  The  strategic  responsiveness  and  ability  to  alter  conditions  will  enable 
the  decisive  campaign  force  will  also  hopefully  lead  to  a  more  rapid  termination  to  any 
conflict.  The  interim  force  will  fulfill  this  role  until  such  time  as  the  objective  force  is 
online.  The  objective  force  will  eventually  replace  the  interim  force  and  assume  the  role 
as  the  preeminent  Army  organization. 

The  objective  force  will  retain  the  rapid  deployability  of  the  interim  force  combined 
with  enhanced  weapons,  intelligence  and  communications  systems.  Other  than 
attempting  to  achieve  a  specific  set  of  capabilities,  the  organization,  doctrine  and 
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equipment  of  the  objective  force  are  not  yet  well  defined.  The  objective  force 
capabilities  will  include  strategic  responsiveness,  operational  and  tactical  mobility, 
lethality,  survivability,  and  the  ability  to  collapse  the  traditional  phases  of  a  joint 
campaign  into  a  single,  seamless  campaign.  The  hardware  centerpiece  for  the  objective 
force  is  the  future  combat  systems  (FCS).  Conceptually,  the  FCS  will  not  be  a  single 
system  but  will  be  a  number  of  separate  platforms  with  each  fulfilling  a  different 
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function.  The  future  will  likely  see  parts  of  each  of  the  forces,  legacy,  interim  and 
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legacy,  working  within  the  same  theater. 

These  then  are  the  significant  components  of  the  U.S.  Army  Transformation  laid  bare. 
Firstly,  it  is  driven  by  the  new  and  changing  world  security  environment.  Secondly,  the 
Transformation  is  heavily  influenced  by  current  and  emerging  technology,  specifically 
digital  technology.  Thirdly,  it  is  made  of  three  distinct  operational  force  structures, 
legacy,  interim  and  objective  along  with  the  Institutional  Army  and  its  specific 
responsibility  for  the  conceptual  framework  of  the  Transformation. 

As  the  force,  progresses  from  Legacy  to  Objective  there  are  several  aspects  of  the 
transformation  have  unique  bearing  on  the  current  theoretical  shift.  The  first  of  these  is 
Strategic  responsiveness,  which  is  the  desire  to  put  a  combat  capable  brigade  anywhere  in 
the  world  in  96  hours,  a  combat  capable  division  in  120  hours,  and  five  divisions  in  30 
days.  The  second  is  sustainability  or  the  desire  to  reduce  the  logistics  footprint  and 
replenishment  demand.90  Finally,  the  reliance  on  Network  Centric  Combat  with  its 
reliance  on  Beyond  the  line  of  sight  networked  fires.91  Focusing  on  strategic 
responsiveness,  sustainability  and  the  development  of  the  FCS  will  lead  to  an  answer  to 
the  basic  question.  These  are  all  key  components  of  the  transformation  and  their 
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applicability  within  the  context  of  the  theoretical  shift  will  show  the  appropriateness  of 
the  changing  theory  to  the  transformation. 

The  first  of  these  components  is  Strategic  responsiveness.  The  transformation  is 
highly  focused  on  the  proposed  and  evolving  capability  to  deploy  forces  rapidly.  This 
out  of  necessity  means  a  focus  on  deployment  by  aircraft,  which  in  turn  means  lighter  and 
smaller  combat  systems.  Initially  in  the  Interim  force,  this  will  be  a  wheeled  armored 
vehicle  and  eventually  it  will  be  the  FCS.  The  FCS  will  eventually  provide  the 
survivability  and  firepower  of  a  main  battle  tank  while  reducing  the  weight  considerably. 
This  is  only  a  proposed  system  and  is  technically  beyond  current  capabilities.  What  this 
means  for  the  Interim  force  is  that  the  wheeled  system  will  have  neither  the  firepower  not 
the  survivability  that  main  battle  tanks  enjoy.  The  Interim  force  is  thus  not  designed  to 
defeat  a  heavy  armored  force.  However,  the  FCS  will  be  designed  to  do  so  and  that  is 
where  the  focus  of  the  discussion  lies.  The  emphasis  on  deploying  a  force  of  five  combat 
ready  divisions  anywhere  in  the  world  in  30  days,  ready  to  fight  means  that  the 
Army  will  have  the  future  capability  of  deploying  up  to  50%  of  the  nation's  land  combat 
power  within  a  relatively  short  period  of  time.  That  significant  portion  of  combat  power, 
deployed  that  quickly  would  substantially  increase  the  capability  of  the  Army  to  attack 
the  tactical,  operational  and  strategic  depths  rapidly.  The  reason  behind  the  desire  to 
deploy  rapidly  is  to  defeat  the  enemy  before  he  can  field  a  credible  force.  The  force  will 
take  just  what  it  needs  to  conduct  the  mission  and  will  be  ready  to  fight  immediately. 

This  means  winning  the  conflict  in  short  order  before  the  enemy  can  react.  This  would 
not  only  be  a  tactical  and  operational  feat  of  arms,  but  a  strategic  one  as  well.  Having  so 
much  land  combat  power  available  in  such  a  compressed  time  frame  could  allow  for 
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strategic  victory  in  very  short  order.  The  conditions  would  thus  be  set  for  the  Army  to 
engage  in  a  large  decisive  battle  before  the  enemy  is  fully  ready  to  respond.  This 
capability  is  perfectly  in  line  with  the  emergence  of  hyper-warfare  and  is  indeed  needed 
to  take  advantage  of  it.  However,  there  are  drawbacks  to  this. 

If  half  of  the  available  land-based  combat  power  of  the  nation  is  deployed  and  is 
unable  to  achieve  rapid  victory,  or  worse,  if  it  is  defeated,  then  the  application  of  more 
force  will  mean  that  deploying  forces  for  a  second  contingency  is  not  possible  and  indeed 
puts  the  nation  at  risk.  Given  the  current  worldwide  commitments,  and  the  commitments 
in  the  foreseeable  future  that  would  also  have  to  remain  covered,  this  50%  represents  the 
preponderance  of  the  available  forces.  In  other  words  to  deploy  more  forces  would  mean 
that  areas  such  as  Korea  or  Kuwait  would  become  uncovered.  What  is  happening  in 
essence  is  that  an  overwhelming  amount  of  force  can  be  put  in  the  field,  anywhere  in  a 
short  period  of  time,  which  opens  the  door  for  great  decisive  victory,  but  also  the  door  for 
possible  disaster.  A  preponderance  of  the  available  land  combat  power  is  in  the  all  or 
nothing  position. 

Next,  is  the  issue  of  sustainability  or  the  desire  to  reduce  the  logistics  footprint  and 
replenishment  demand.  This  will  require  the  military  leadership  to  control  the  numbers  of 
vehicles  deployed,  leverage  reach  back  capabilities,  invest  in  a  systems  approach  to  the 
weapons  and  equipment  design,  and  revolutionize  the  manner  in  which  the  military  will 
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transport  and  sustain  people  and  materiel.  The  smaller  logistics  footprint  will  most 
likely  mean  that  either  supplies  will  be  stockpiled  in  country  prior  to  hostilities,  or  that 
forces  will  be  unable  to  be  resupplied  during  combat.  This  calls  into  question  the 
operational  durability  of  U.S.  Forces.  Without  the  logistical  ability  to  sustain  protracted 
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combat,  the  U.S.  Army  must  win  decisively  and  do  it  quickly.  Logistically,  U.S.  land- 
based  forces  are  reliant  on  decisive  battle  according  to  current  transformation  proposals. 

Finally,  there  is  the  reliance  on  Network  Centric  Combat  with  its  subsequent  reliance 
on  Beyond  the  line  of  sight  networked  fires.  The  postulated  FCS  C4ISR  structure  uses 
airborne  base  stations  gateways  to  flow  information  in  and  out  of  the  system.  The 
proposal  is  to  have  national  databases  available  to  the  system  for  rapid  access  to  strategic 
information.  This  strategic  data  will  provide  the  FCS  with  target  confirmations, 
prioritization  and  weapons  allocations  actions.  The  FCS  itself  will  have  a  multi-role 
armament  system  with  enhanced  missile  performance  technology  to  allow  a  single 
delivery  system  to  engage  at  close  range  or  to  deliver  precision  lethality  to  threats  at 
ranges  of  up  to  50  kilometers  using  a  variety  of  advanced  munitions.94  On  a  non¬ 
contiguous  battlefield,  with  groupings  of  the  FCS  placed  throughout  a  theater,  it  could 
easily  mean  that  they  would  be  firing  into  the  operational  and  strategic  depths  of  the 
enemy.  The  FCS  is  a  single  combat  system,  the  tactical  backbone  of  the  Objective  force, 
which  is  able  to  do  this.  This  is  analogous  to  a  current  M1A1  having  the  capability  to 
effect  the  operational  and  possibly  strategic  depths  of  the  enemy  formations.  Even  on  a 
linear  battlefield,  this  extended  range  and  accuracy  would  mean  that  an  FCS  equipped 
force  on  the  offense  could  rapidly  move  through  the  operational  depth  of  the  enemy. 
Even  the  primary  ground-based  weapons  system  of  the  Objective  force  is  designed  to 
take  advantage  of  the  possibilities  presented  by  a  shift  to  hyper-warfare  and  its  reliance 
on  decisive/operational  battle.95 

The  need  to  conduct  operations  throughout  the  width  and  depth  of  the  decisive/ 
operational  battlefield  near  simultaneously  means  air,  land,  and  sea  forces  must  be 
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integrated  as  never  before.  The  needs  for  better  and  more  efficient  joint  operations 
should  be  a  major  goal  of  the  Transformation.96  Equipment,  systems,  doctrine  and  even 
thought  processes  must  be  interoperable  whenever  possible  throughout  the  entire  Armed 
Forces.  Land  forces  might  not  always  be  the  principle  force  effecting  the  destruction  of 
the  enemy.  Land  forces  will  at  times  be  the  supporting  force  and  at  other  times  the 
supported  force.  What  is  important  is  that  hyper-war  is  the  realm  of  simultaneity  in 
which  the  enemy  is  adversely  and  violently  affected  throughout  the  tactical,  operational 
and  strategic  depths.  This  simultaneity  necessitates  the  synergistic  application  of  all 
military  forces;  land,  sea  and  air.  This  goes  probably  goes  beyond  what  is  currently 
meant  by  joint  operations  and  implies  that  military  forces  do  not  work  separately  towards 
a  mutually  understood  goal,  but  function  as  one  complete  and  whole  military  force.  The 
theoretical  shift  means  that  those  forces,  which  can  execute  hyper-warfare  effectively, 
will  be  the  victors,  and  only  a  truly  joint  force  will  achieve  this. 

The  current  theoretical  shift  back  towards  decisive  battle  provides  significant 
opportunity  for  the  transformation.  The  ability  to  deploy  the  Objective  force,  sustain  it 
and  even  the  primary  weapons  system  are  all  designed  to  take  advantage  of  this 
theoretical  shift.  However,  the  greatest  potential  pitfalls  are  in  sustainability,  total 
numbers  of  systems  available  in  the  event  of  a  protracted  war  and  the  reliance  on 
technological  advantage  over  an  adversary.  When  the  force  is  relatively  small  and  is 
reliant  on  technology  and  speed  to  give  it  its  edge  in  combat,  it  is  best  that  that  force  win 
rapidly.  Finally,  analysis  has  shown  that  there  is  an  ongoing  theoretical  shift  occurring 
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and  that  it  is  appropriate  for  the  current  United  States  Army  Transformation. 
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